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ABSTRACT

An experimental investigation of the transition from
associative play to cooperative play was conducted to determine if
cooperative play in ycung chuildren cculd be facilitated by (1)
presenting a toy that requirsd cooperative responses to make it
operate, and (2) instructing the children in the use of the toy prior
— to having them play with it. A novel toy designed for this experiment
required cooperative behavior to activate a buzzer. Subjects were 48
2- tc S5-year-old nursery school children randomly assigned to subject
pairs, then to the following three treatment conditions: .no training,
partial training, and full training in the use of the toy. Each
+reatment period was followed by a rest period, then a testing period
with the criterion apparatus. Children were again tested after two
weeks. Results were analyzed using a 2-way analysis of variance with
one repeated measure. Only the training variable was significant. A
Duncant's Multiple Range Test revealed that the full training group
had a significantly higher.response rate that the other two treatment
groups. These results.wer2 discussed in terms of the complexity of
the toy for young children and the possible modeling effect of the
full training procedure. (Author/SB)
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Abstract
An experimental investigation of the transition from associative play to .

cooperative play was conducted to determine if cooperative play in young
children could be facilitated by 1) presenting a toy that required coopers-
tive responses to make it cpe}ate, and 2) inst%ucting the children in the -
use of the toy prior to playing with it. A novel toy was designed for

this experiment which required cooperative behavior to activate a bnz-er.

Subjects were 48 1wo- to five-year—old‘nursery school children~rnndnmly ) :
assigned to subject pairs, then to the following three treatment conditions:
No training, partial training, and full training in the use of the Tov.

Each treatment beriod was followed by a rest veriod, then 2 test inpg preiod
with the criterion apparatus. Children were again tegted after two weeks.
Results were analyzed using a two-way Analysis of Variance with one 1epeated
measure. Cnly the training variable was significant. A Duncan's it iple
Range Test revealed that the g:;; training grohp had a significantlv higher
response rate than the other two.treatment groups. These results ws e
discussed in terms of thelcomplexity of the toy for young children, as well
as the ability of preschool-aged children to play ?ooperatively when the
situat ion demands this, given that sufficient training in the ‘task is

) 1‘ . ,
avallable. L. .
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Facilitation of Play Behavior From Associative to Cooperative

Play Stages

Ciassical studies of play categories hav' 'ecognized that preschool
children advance trhrough several stages of pl = fParten & Newhall, 1943).
Such stages inciude:

1) Solitary play: the child plays alone;

2) Parallel play: two or more children play side by side in inter-

?related but not identical activities and do not interact;

3) Associative play: ‘two or @ore children play side by side, in

jdentical activities but not interacting; and

4) Cooperative play: twqror more children interact in a common

play venture.

A major question that arises when considering the transition of a
child from one‘stage to another is the role of the environment. Can
transition be facilitated by introduéing play stimulating toys éo children
at a lower play stage to sharpgn skills necessary in the next stage? The
first three stages are characterized by pro§imity to, but not interaction
with ancther child, and by the nature of the toys involved (e.g., different,
similar, identical). Of critical consideration is the transition from

assoclative play to cooperative play as this transition is one involving

interactive skills ii: the child.

-
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Quitiich and Risley (1973) found that the 7 year-oids in their study
were greatly influenced by the nature of the toys (either "social" or
"jgolate") in the amount of social play they exhibited. This indicates
that for children who have already reached at least the age appropriate
for cooperative play to be present, the frequency of social (cooperative)
play can be facilitated or increased in frequency. This study does not
consider whether a similar procedure would work ifor younger children. To
test tnis problem, one method might be to present toys that produce
characteristic p1a§ interactions (e.g., associative or cooperative play)
to children who have not reached the appropriate age level.

In a study of goal-oriented problem solving, Bruner (1975) tested
three- to five-year-olds in a stick manipulation task in which the child
could reach a prize with a stick if two short sticks were clamped together.
In order to facilitate this process, he introduced four "traiuning conditions':
i) one group was allowed to play with sticks before the problem was
introduced; 2) a group watched an adult demonstrate the principle of
clamping; 3) the children practiced fastening the clamps on single sticks;
and 4) the experimenter demonstrated the entire task and goal retrieval.
Bruner's results showed that even for this young group, the first (play)
group demonétrated the same amount of prize retrieval as the fourth group,
to which the entire process had been demonstrated, The second and third

. .
groups with partial knowledge were not able to generalize the ‘specific

gkills to the problem situation.
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Neither the Quitlich and Risley nor the Bruner stud deal with a
second majar question which may be raised: Will these d! - rences main-

fa4

£

tain themselves over time? For exémple, if children can be trained in
pl;y skills, ~ill the effects of this be present two weeks later if tested
on the same task?

The(;urpose of this study was to attempt to answer three questions:
1) Can tranéition from associative Fo cooperative play be facilitated by
presentation of social toys? 2) (s there a difference due to level of
instruction? And 3) will any demonstrated effects persist over a two
week time period?

Method

Subjects

The subjects of the experiment were 48 two- through five-year-old
children from three local nursery schools. Half of the subjects were male,
the other half female. An equal number of subjects were randomly assigned
to each of three treatment conditions: no training, partial training; and
full training in the use of a novel toy. Subjects were then randomly
assigned to pairs within each condition with the ®onstraint of no two

siblings being assigned to the same pair. Each group consi%ted of eight

pairs of children.
Apparatus

o
An "Auto-Beep'" toy was designed for this experiment to facilitate

cooperative play. It consisted of a wooden box measuring 56.1 cm x

9.9 em x 25.3 cm with a flat top surface and figure-eight tracks on either

6
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end. Fach track had a 5.5 cm model red,careggd yellow car mounted on the
track which could only be moved along the traex. Mounted beiow the tracks
was a six volt battery (Eveready, No. 501S) cénnected to a "beeper"”

(Toyko Buzzer, Model No. 101) which could be activated only when both rea
cars were ;t specific mirror image points on both tracks. Activation of
the beeper required both children operating the toy to cooperate and place
their respective red cars in the appropriate positions. Children could
either play with the cars in an associative manner without activating the
beeper, or in a cooperativ%_manner with beeps. Initial pilot testing of
the toy-indicated that the childreh enjoyed the beep sound that the toy

produced. : .

A second apparatus consisted of a buzzer system which was activated
in a method similar to the signal of the Auto-Beep toy. This consisted
of a 8.8 cm red painted block on a single 44 cm track going over a connection

point and activating a buzzer system powered by a six voit bat:t:ery.l

Procedure

The three groupc of subjects received the following treatments prior
to the testing period with the Auto-Beep toy:
iroup 1: No Training. Subjects were allowed to play with the
Auto-Beep toy for a period of 10 minutes without instruction.

Group 2: Partial Training Subjects received a 10 minute demonstration

of the buzzer system with the second apparatus described above.

This was demonstrated by only one experimenter.
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Group 3: Full Training. Subjects received a complete demonstration

rl

of the Auto-Beep toy by two experimenters, demonstré?ing ‘\\
how the buzzer system cn the toy must be activated by both
children playing with the toy.
A five minute rest period preéeded the actual testing period. Children ~
wore introduced td the testing situation and asked to play with the toy.
they were informed that the toy would "beep" and were~allowed to play freely
with the toy for another 10 minutes. The dependent measure of cooperative
play was the number of beeps produced by each setgpf children during the
10 minute testing period with responses recorded by minute.
Two weeks later, the same sets of children were reintroduced to the
aituation and allowed another 10 minutes free play with the cfiterion Eoy
and the number of responses produced dur£pgwghe period recorded:
Results
All of the children but one set from the no training condition engaged
al least in associative play with Auto-Beep toy. Results on the dependent
measure were analyzed with a two-factor Analysis of Variance with one
repeated measure. As can be seen in Téble 1, significant effects were
found only between the training conditions (p < .05). There was no significéﬁt

r

change in response rate over the two week period between testing gessions.,

Insert Table 1 about here
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) A Duncan's Multiple Range Test{on the three treatment groups showed
the full training group (Group 3) to have made 31gnificant};'more responses
than the other two treatment condltions (partial and no training). There’
wus no significant mean difference between the partial training and no
training conditions.
o ) ‘ Discussion
The r;sults of this experiment indicate that cooperative piay was
"facilitated by instruction in the use of a toy which could be played with
H
in either a cooperative or associative manner. The experimental production
of cooperative play among young children in a situation which leads to
assoctative play without intervention is consistent with Quitlich and Risley's
(197%) results'with older children. ’ Unlike Bruner's (1975) study, however,
the no training group emitted significantly fewer cooperative responses than
the full training group. Bruner found no trainipg criterion response rate
to be higher than that of his partial traini;g groups. While mean group
- responses for the partial training group w;re slightly higher than for the
no training group, the lack of significance sugéestSthat partial training
may not provide an effective means for problem solving necegsary at least
in this toy to produce cooperative interaction.
The differences between these and the Bruner results may be due to the

compiexity of the task involved. The solution was not readily apparent,

aithough all 8ubjects were informed that the toy woulid beep. There was
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considerable dis¢ussion among .the children outside of the testing situation;
however , much'of this shared information was incorrect. For examé&e, one
[l |
PR
child was overheard telling another. child that the toy would produce the

woise when she "poked the windshield of the red car." :
The higher respoase rate in the full training gr%up may also be at
least partially due to the modeling affect of two people demonstrating the
toy. Only one person demonstrated the tr;ining apparatus in the partial
sraining condition. The partial training group knew that the toy would
"make a noise, but not that it required both children to activate it. Like
$runer's partial traininé groups, this information appeared to be too |
- specific to generalize to the cooperative tas;. )
fhe preéent results lend support'to the premise that preschool children
c¢an be induced to make cooperative responses at increased .rates when the
siruation“demands it. All of the children in tﬁe no training’ and partial
training groups knew that the toy ‘would beep but most could not produce the
cooperative play required for making it respond. This suggests that 1) more

. s
information and 2) modeling of the desired cooperative response will Increase

the cooperative play rate even on a fairly comp1e¥ task. The increased

frequency of cooperative responding does not appear to suffer a decrement

—

over at least a two-week time period. Whether this‘ﬂype of cooperatjve play

generalizes to other social settings should be pursued in future research.
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Footnotes
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The authdrs wish to thank the staffs of the three nursery schools
which assisted the current study for their cooperation and support. The
. . _ .
assistance of Anne Allen, Linda Team, Mathew Knight, and Mike Clark 1is

also gratefully acknowledged. Reprints are available from Karen R.

Lounsbury, Department of. Psychology, University of Tenpessee, Knoxville,

. “ennessee  37916.
°
1Detniled descriptions and sketches of both the criterion and the

pnrtial‘training toys:are available from the first author,
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Table 1

Analysis of Variance

Source

Between Subjects
Training Condition

Errorb

Within Subjects
Trials
Trials x Training Condition

Error
W

*p < .05 ,

‘

21

24

2

21

« ¥

S

466.94

134.17

154,08
25.27

94.19
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3.48%

, 1.64

0.27




